
DISCUSSION.

MORAL FEELING AS A BASIS OF T H E PSYCHOLOGY
OF MORALS.

It is common to speak of such sentiments as sympathy, reverence,
affection, etc., as moral feelings. If we consider the basis of this use
of the term moral, we shall find it to be either the belief that these feel-
ings tend to promote some end regarded as moral, or else the presence
of some element of feeling associated intimately with all feelings called
moral. From a strictly psychological point of view the former reason
does not serve, of itself, to make feelings moral at all. On the latter
ground we may rightly speak of moral feelings just as we speak of
angry feelings, or feelings of fear. No one ever had, I suppose, a
feeling of pure anger, or of pure fear, or of pure morality, but the
abstractions may be regarded as elements of an emotional state. If
the psychology of religious sentiment is to be balanced by a psychology
of moral sentiment, it should be possible to identify (not of course
fully to describe) the moral sentiment per se. This, so far as I know,
has not been done.

Professor Leuba's article on the psycho-physiology of the moral
imperative, in the American Journal of Psychology, Vol. VIII., No.
4, has been of much service to me in the study of this subject; but it
seems to me that the conclusion he arrives at is unsatisfactory. His
thesis is : The moral imperative is the psychic correlate of a reflective,
cerebro-spinal, ideo-motor process, the efferent end of which is organ-
ized into motor tracts coordinated for specific action. The chief points
are: that the process is reflective, not reflex; has no felt reference to
the sympathetic system, and ends in a ' clear-cut coordinated motor
conclusion, prompting to action.' That is, the idea of the action
tends to fulfill itself, if it be only in speech, without effort or delay.

To meet the obvious objection that this description applies quite
Well to logical activity, Professor Leuba adds that only in the case of
the moral intelligence is the idea that of an action that would modify
the * experiencer's relation to some existence.' As, however, the
motor conclusion of the moral process may, it is admitted, affect the
speech organs only — an effect realized also in a purely logical proc-
ess— it appears that the distinction between moral and logical senti-
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ment is reduced to a difference between the relations found within the
ideal content accompanying the feelings. This distinction clearly
will not serve for psychological purposes.

The moral imperative exists, Kant tells us, because of the opposi-
tion between our rational and sensible natures. Though Professor
Leuba emphasizes the contrast between the moral imperative and all
desires and cravings — a distinction which applies also to the sense of
logical necessity — he fails to insist that this contrast must be felt as a
fart of the moral imperative if that is to have a distinctive character
per se. It is the sense of that contrast that makes the moral claim
not necessary, but imperative; not ' must,'but 'ought'; while the
moral is distinguished from other imperatives by the clearness and
coldness of its demand. It is never heard, Professor Leuba tells us,
in the din of passion. On the contrary, surely it is there that it is
primarily present. It is • a rod to check the erring and reprove.' It
is not calm, but it ' calms the weary strife.'

Though there are many feelings called moral in which a sense of
actual restraint or imperativeness is not present, the classic represen-
tations in art and philosophy of the moral sentiment portray it as
preeminently restraining, imperative. If the term moral is really one,
it must be so by virtue of some one feeling which is at the bottom of
all its uses. I wish to identify for psychological purposes a certain
sense of restraint as generally receiving in and for itself the name of
moral sentiment; and to indicate, further, how all uses of the term
moral can be explained through association with this sentiment, getting
their moral character from a reflection or memory of the moment of
restraint and conflict. This identification should serve as a basis for a
consistent psychology of morals, at present lacking.

This restricted use of the term moral corresponds with the term
conscience in the narrowest sense. The universality of conscience is
indicated by the common description of it as the law, as the voice of
reason or of God. To say that it refers to an ideal of character
(Wundt) or to an ideal self (Bosanquet) narrows it unduly. I wish
to propose that in the first instance it is essentially nothing but the
sense of a restraint of emotional by intellectual activity. If I were to
adopt Professor Leuba's physiology I should say that it is the psychical
correlate of the restraint of muscular activity, associated with the sym-
pathetic system, by cerebral activity (perhaps also by muscular move-
ments associated with the cerebral activity and antagonistic to the mus-
cular activity first mentioned). This account would rest on the
assumption that the association and awakening of cerebral activity on
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a large scale must materially diminish the energy available for those
movements associated with the sympathetic system. As to the term
intellectual I shall here again quote Professor Leuba. "Observations
made indicate that even the mental activities which feel most purely
intellectual exercise a measurable influence on blood circulation and
visceral activity. But the experiencer does not recognize an effective
tone, an emotion. The undistinguished bodily echo of the felt intel-
lectual process does not concern us here. Moreover, as introspective
observation declares, the moral imperative is the purer, the more ex-
clusively intellectual it feels." (I should here say, the more exclusively
intellectual the restraint is felt to be.) Provided the distinction thus
drawn between intellectual and emotional activities will aid us in the
identification of the moral sentiment, its precise physiological accuracy
may be left unquestioned for the present.

The universality of conscience must be distinguished from mere
generality. We may speak of sympathy, for example, as a universal
sentiment, meaning thereby only that all men, without an observed
exception, possess it. This is not the kind of universality we apply
to the moral judgment; for some men appear incapable of it. So we
regard a logical judgment and, I think, an aesthetic judgment as uni-
versal, though some men, in other respects estimable, fail to recognize
it. We regard the moral demand as universal, because it rests on the
nature of man. Kant says we value men because they are rational,
and not merely sensible, that is, part of nature. Criticism of this
way of expressing it overlooks Kant's insistence on the imperative
character of rationality due to man's participation in a nature both
sensible arid rational. A man who lacks sympathy is a hard man;
but he that lacks conscience, or rather the capacity for subjection to
moral restraint, is a beast or a god, and not a man at all. In like
manner we demand the recognition of logical necessity from all men.
But it is in the case of moral restraint that universality appears in
most immediate relation to action, and is most impressive.

This association of universality with rationality or intellectuality
is endorsed by common usage; the emotional impulse with its bodily
reference is recognized as individual. Where no flaw can be detected
in a plea for any moral judgment we regard it as weakened if we can
detect in him that proposes it any emotion, religious, social or directly
selfish, that seems to be the spring and source of his demand.

Supposing this attempted distinction between intellectual and
emotional activity to be sufficiently clear, I shall now give an account
of what I think may be taken as a typical instance of moral restraint.
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Suppose A. to be angry with B., and that he is about to express his
sentiments; if he is checked by fear we do not call his emotion a
moral one in itself. Suppose a sense of B.'s weakness strikes compas-
sion to the heart of A. and thus his action is checked. There is a
sense in which we may call this restraint moral, but if my analysis so
far has been correct, this use of the term moral must be secondary,
derived. Suppose A. realizes that he is angry and that his wrath can
fit in with no general idea or system of things or of conduct; then the
restraint may be purely moral. He places the idea of his present
conduct in relation to a system of ideas and seeks in vain for some uni-
versal judgment under which it may be placed. Thus thinking, his
hand falls or his face relaxes, and the threatening words are not spoken.
Mere cerebration may be regarded as absorbing his power. Suppose
that the succeeding action is merely ideo-motor. Then, if A. carries
over to that act the memory of the former restraint, the act itself may
be dubbed moral; but the application of this term is secondary. If
some emotion, for example, if affection terminates the restraint in the
direction opposed to the original impulse, that emotion, though not
in itself moral, may take on, because of the memory of the state of re-
straint, a moral character.

There may be present in the act succeeding the moral restraint a
deep sense of the fact that that act is thoroughly in accordance with
the widest possible point of view. This sense of completeness, how-
ever, is rather aesthetic than moral. It is conceivable that such a senti-
ment may be present without any antecedent moral restraint. It is
only by virtue of such antecedent moral restraint that this sense of
perfection, of completeness, can be moral. Thus, moral enthusiasm
belongs only to an imperfect individual.

Certain emotions that are seen consistently to tend towards the
awakening, the support, or the final effectiveness of the intellectual
restraint in a direction opposed to the original impulse may be and are
classed as moral by virtue of this repeated association. This associa-
tion of the moral sentiment may be carried still further in man's efforts
to build up a system of thought which may serve to restrain him in
critical moments. The whole system is described as moral. The
ideal, which, in itself, as in the case of the great systems of Spinoza
and Aristotle, may be sesthetical and logical, and even avowedly non-
moral, may, because of this association, be felt as moral. All relig-
ious ideals are thus moral. These aesthetic and logical associations
again strengthen the moral sentiment. For it is obvious that, like
every other feeling, the moral restraint may be regarded not only as
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the result of conditions, but as being also active, as the restraining
power.

In classifying the feelings that are called moral, this theory re-
quires a distinction between those feelings that tend to call up intellec-
tual restraint and those that tend to end the restraint in the direction
that is in harmony with the intellectual activity. In case of pure
moral activity the former class includes only the moral restraint itself
seen from its effective side. Duty or conscience is the calling up of
the intellectual activity, or the cause of that calling up, or its effect,
just as anger is the excitement of certain bodily actions, or the bodily
activity itself, or its effect, according to the way in which the matter
is approached.

Reverence and obedience, however, are feelings which are closely
related to duty. The distinction seems to be as follows: The intel-
lectual activity and the reference to it, must be colored by the nature
of the unconditioned basis of the individual's thinking. That such a
basis is necessary for rational activity hardly needs to be said. That
the character of that basis depends on the nature of the individual, and
will color therefore the restraint as well as the thinking which restrains,
seems obvious. Where that basis is practical, that is, rests on the
perception of the necessity of acting according to some idea, then we
have duty at its purest. Where the basis depends on an cesthetic
satisfaction, as in the case of many religious natures, the emotion may
best be called reverence. Where the basis is anthropomorphic, whether
social or religious, the influence is obedience.

Mere self-control differs from a sense of duty in that the former
usually implies a feeling that there is associated with the intellectual
restraint some emotion which has associations non-moral or immoral.
It is implied in duty; and prudence therefore has a moral character
through its relation to self-control as well as through its connection
with the objective ideal. Mere prudential restraint however always
merges in an emotion that is felt as bodily, and as individual; for ex-
ample, self-approval, love of others, fear, etc.

These remarks indicate some of the ways in which I believe
this identification of the primitive moral sentiment will serve to assist
in the classification of moral characteristics from the psychological
point of view. It may aid also the genetic study of moral conscious-
ness. Briefly to summarize my position: The essential or primitive
moral sentiment is that which characterizes the restraint of an emo-
tional tendency to act by a ' purely' intellectual activity whose ideal
aspect is that of a general and more or less systematized view of real-
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ity; whose emotional concomitants, also, are not distinguishable or
individual, have no bodily localization. Every proper use of the term
moral is traceable to association with a restraint of this character, and
the validity of the use may be tested by the closeness and genuineness
of this connection.

PERCY HUGHES.
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY.

PROFESSOR STRONG ON THE RELATION BETWEEN
THE MIND AND THE BODY.

In common with others I have been interested in Professor Strong's
work just published, ' Why the Mind Has a Body.' The book is an
attempt to solve that old but fascinating problem, ' The relation of
the mind to the body.' The author as the result of an exhaustive dis-
cussion adopts the theory that consciousness is the reality of brain-
processes or the thing-in-itself. We who believe in pan-psychism,
or mind stuff as Clifford defined it, welcome all new converts to this
doctrine and particularly any one who will expound it as clearly and
with such accurate use of language as Professor Strong has done.
But I write this letter1 at the suggestion of Professor William James
to call attention to the fact that the argument as laid down and devel-
oped by the author is not new nor, therefore, now presented for the
first time as might be inferred from Professor Strong's work, but I be-
lieve was anticipated by me in a work now possibly forgotten by the
philosophic world, entitled ' The Nature of Mind and Human Auto-
matism' (published in 1885).* The same views were later set forth
in two articles, which I published in Brain * and in the Journal of
Nervous and Mental Diseases.*1 The argument which I expounded
at some length in the two former publications was as follows:

The theories of ' functions' and of ' aspects' (as expounded by
Huxley, Tyndall, Fiske, Bain, Spencer and others) as explanations
of the relation between psychical processes and cerebral processes,
are insufficient and lead to fallacies of all sorts, especially in parallel-
ism and the denial of causative relation between the mind and the

'This article was written as a letter to the Editor of this Rsviaw.
8 Published by J. B. I/ippincott Company, Philadelphia.
9 ' Hughlings-Jackson on the Connection Between the Mind and the Brain,'

Brain, 1891, p. 250.
* ' How a Lesion in the Brain Results in that Disturbance of Consciousness

known as Sensory Aphasia,' Jour, of Nervous and Mental Diseases, 1885.


